The difference myth by Rivers, Caryl & Barnett, Rosalind C.
Rivers, Caryl; Barnett, Rosalind C.
The difference myth
Rendtorff, Barbara [Hrsg.]; Prengel, Annedore [Hrsg.]: Kinder und ihr Geschlecht. Opladen u.a. : Verlag
Barbara Budrich 2008, S. 27-32. - (Jahrbuch Frauen- und Geschlechterforschung in der
Erziehungswissenschaft; 4)
Empfohlene Zitierung/ Suggested Citation:
Rivers, Caryl; Barnett, Rosalind C.: The difference myth - In: Rendtorff, Barbara [Hrsg.]; Prengel,
Annedore [Hrsg.]: Kinder und ihr Geschlecht. Opladen u.a. : Verlag Barbara Budrich 2008, S. 27-32 -
URN: urn:nbn:de:0111-opus-82309
http://nbn-resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0111-opus-82309
in Kooperation mit / in cooperation with:
https://www.budrich.de
Nutzungsbedingungen Terms of use
Gewährt wird ein nicht exklusives, nicht übertragbares, persönliches und
beschränktes Recht auf Nutzung dieses Dokuments. Dieses Dokument ist
ausschließlich für den persönlichen, nicht-kommerziellen Gebrauch
bestimmt. Die Nutzung stellt keine Übertragung des Eigentumsrechts an
diesem Dokument dar und gilt vorbehaltlich der folgenden Einschränkungen:
Auf sämtlichen Kopien dieses Dokuments müssen alle
Urheberrechtshinweise und sonstigen Hinweise auf gesetzlichen Schutz
beibehalten werden. Sie dürfen dieses Dokument nicht in irgendeiner Weise
abändern, noch dürfen Sie dieses Dokument für öffentliche oder
kommerzielle Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, aufführen,
vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.
We grant a non-exclusive, non-transferable, individual and limited right to
using this document.
This document is solely intended for your personal, non-commercial use. Use
of this document does not include any transfer of property rights and it is
conditional to the following limitations: All of the copies of this documents must
retain all copyright information and other information regarding legal
protection. You are not allowed to alter this document in any way, to copy it for
public or commercial purposes, to exhibit the document in public, to perform,
distribute or otherwise use the document in public.
Mit der Verwendung dieses Dokuments erkennen Sie die
Nutzungsbedingungen an.
By using this particular document, you accept the above-stated conditions of
use.
Kontakt / Contact:
peDOCS
DIPF | Leibniz-Institut für Bildungsforschung und Bildungsinformation
Informationszentrum (IZ) Bildung
E-Mail: pedocs@dipf.de
Internet: www.pedocs.de
	
		
		

			
		

	
	





 
!




	"
#" 
#	"$%&
'"( %	
)'	*"
+	,"+*
"
	
"'*
)"+
-"+*
 " 
)!	"&








!.+/0

	
		

















	
$12*+3445
	)*'	6	&
''	6	&#	!&'	
67	'*)%
	18((///
















&9*9*!1/

''		&:)!		*
;%!&''		&	9	/

	#	/
<3445	"$1
/	#/

 	
			

',&	=	;				%/
=	
>			?*
*9/'%#9
"@" &#*1	
&	A*/

>*	8#&**&",11:/B/
8C
"-#&
'&8112",	
!1
Inhalt
Zur Einführung
Annedore Prengel/Barbara Rendtorff
Kinder und ihr Geschlecht – Vielschichtige Prozesse und punktuelle
Erkenntnisse ............................................................................................. 11
Gastbeitrag
Caryl Rivers/Rose Barnett
The difference myth. We shouldn’t believe the increasingly popular
claims that boys and girls think differently, learn differently, and need
to be treated differently ............................................................................ 27
Beiträge
Sabine Andresen
Kinder und soziale Ungleichheit. Ergebnisse der Kindheitsforschung zu
dem Zusammenhang von Klasse und Geschlecht .................................... 35
Hans Peter Kuhn
Geschlechterverhältnisse in der Schule: Sind die Jungen jetzt
benachteiligt? Eine Sichtung empirischer Studien ................................... 49
Ulrike Schmauch
Gleichgeschlechtliche Orientierungen von Mädchen und Jungen –
Eine Herausforderung an die Pädagogik .................................................. 73
Anja Zeiske/Alexandra Klein/Hans Oswald
Die Lust beim ersten Mal: Jugendliche und die Bewertung ihres ersten
Geschlechtsverkehrs ................................................................................ 89
6 Inhalt
Aus der Forschung
Frank Hellmich/Sylvia Jahnke-Klein
Selbstbezogene Kognitionen und Interessen von Mädchen und Jungen
im Mathematikunterricht der Grundschule .............................................. 111
Ruth Michalek/Thomas Fuhr
Hegemonialität und Akzeptanz von Abweichung in Jungengruppen.
Empirische Studien zum Umgang mit Opposition ................................... 121
Stephan Mücke/Agi Schründer-Lenzen
Zur Parallelität der Schulleistungsentwicklung von Jungen und
Mädchen im Verlauf der Grundschule ..................................................... 135
Work in Progress
Christine Rabl/Elisabeth Sattler
Anderssein – Anderswerden. Zur Revision der Relationierung von
Kindheit und Geschlecht aus differenztheoretischer Sicht ....................... 149
Gabriele Wopfner
Zeichnungen als Schlüssel zu kindlichen Vorstellungen von
Geschlechterbeziehungen ........................................................................ 163
Jutta Wiesemann
Schulischer Erfolg ist weiblich: Welche schulische Praxis verbirgt sich
hinter den Zahlen der Schulstatistik? ....................................................... 177
Dagmar Kasüschke
Geschlechtsbezogene Wissenskonzepte von Kindern
unter sechs Jahren – ein Problemaufriss .................................................. 191
Rezensionen
Marita Kampshoff
Rezension zu: Emma Renold (2005): Girls, boys and junior sexualities:
exploring children’s gender and sexual relations in the primary school .. 203
Eva Borst
Rezension zu: Helga Bilden/Bettina Dausien (Hg. 2006): Sozialisation
und Geschlecht. Theoretische und methodologische Aspekte ................. 207
Inhalt 7
Barbara Scholand
Rezension zu: Suthues, Bettina (2006): Umstrittene Zugehörigkeiten.
Positionierungen von Mädchen in einem Jugendverband. ....................... 209
Dietlind Fischer
Rezension zu: Doris Lemmermöhle et al. (2006): Passagen und
Passantinnen. Biographisches Lernen junger Frauen. Eine
Längsschnittstudie ................................................................................... 212
Über die AutorInnen dieses Bandes ......................................... 219
Zum Jahrbuch Frauen- und Geschlechterforschung in der
Erziehungswissenschaft ......................................................................... 224
Ankündigung der nächsten Bände ....................................................... 226
Abonnements- und Bestellvordruck ..................................................... 230
The difference myth
We shouldn’t believe the increasingly popular claims that boys
and girls think differently, learn differently, and need to be
treated differently
Caryl Rivers and Rosalind C. Barnett*
WOMEN ARE THE chatty sex, using three times as many words each day as
men. They are society’s great communicators. The verbal parts of their brains
are larger than men’s and they are hard-wired for empathy, but they lack a
natural ability to reach the top levels of math and science.
Men, on the other hand, have brains that are good at understanding sy-
stems, and they are adept at acquiring and using power. They are hard-wired
to excel at math and science, but lag behind women in reading ability. They
talk less and are not naturally inclined toward caring for others.
Sound familiar? In the past decade, such claims have coalesced into an
almost unshakable conventional wisdom: Boys and girls are different because
their brains are different. This idea has driven bestsellers, parenting articles,
and even – increasingly – American education.
The problem is, a hard look at the real data behind these claims suggests
they are simply untrue. Some of them are baseless, using the language of sci-
ence to cloak an absence of serious research; others are built on tenuous stu-
dies, with methodological flaws and narrow margins of significance. More
and more, they are simply coating old-fashioned stereotypes with a veneer of
scientific credibility.
Scientists have turned up some intriguing findings of anatomical diffe-
rences between the sexes. But we know very little about their real-world ef-
fect on how boys and girls behave – meaning that any conclusions based on
these findings are premature.
Nonetheless, more policy makers, employers, parents, and teachers ap-
pear to be buying into the notion of great gender differences in cognitive abi-
lities. The education world has seen a strong push for single-sex classrooms,
with the Bush administration clearing the way for more public schools to se-
gregate students by gender.
There are now more than 360 such classrooms in the United States, with
more in the offing. And brain-difference theories are making their way into
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business, medicine, psychotherapy, and parenting. As they do, we risk letting
an avalanche of dubious science overwhelm decades of legitimate findings –
and, more importantly, we risk limiting the futures of a whole generation of
boys and girls.
The idea that men and women are cognitively different has deep historical
roots. Victorian-era scientists generally accepted as fact that the larger brains
of men made them intellectually superior; women’s smaller brains made
them closer to children than to mature adults. Medical wisdom held that wo-
men’s brains and ovaries could not develop at the same time, making educa-
tion dangerous to motherhood.
The 20th century saw those ideas debunked. We now know, for instance,
that brain size is proportional to body size and doesn’t determine intelligence.
A 7-foot man is not smarter than a woman who is 5-foot-2. By the 1970s, the
women’s movement was applying social pressure behind that science, brea-
king down the barriers that had kept women out of the top medical and law
schools, the Supreme Court, the military, the astronaut corps.
But then, in the 1990s, the tide appeared to turn back. New neurological
findings, provocative but inconclusive, began to surface. Female „essentia-
lism,” a strain of feminist thought, argued that women were more naturally
caring than men in how they made moral decisions. Spurred also by a broader
social anxiety about women’s new roles, a cornucopia of books began tum-
bling from publishing houses and selling briskly. By now they include titles
such as “Why Men Don’t Listen and Women Can’t Read Maps” (Barbara
and Allan Pease), „Boys and Girls Learn Differently!” (Michael Gurian),
“Why Gender Matters” (Leonard Sax), and the granddaddy of them all, “Men
Are From Mars and Women Are From Venus” by John Gray. Though written
by a family therapist whose PhD came from a now-shuttered diploma mill,
“Men Are From Mars” for a time outsold the Bible.
The broadest claim of the advocates of difference – and the most widely
repeated – is the idea that boys and girls are innately different in math and
science ability. One key piece of evidence is that boys tend to dominate the
upper reaches of SAT math scores: In the top 1 percent of scorers on the SAT
math test, for instance, boys widely outnumber girls. And that performance
gap seems to be echoed in math and science careers: There are very few top
women professors in those fields.
The quest to explain those facts, however, has fallen back on some very
thin neurological explanations. Best-selling author Gurian argues, in his
books and his lectures, that boys have brains naturally wired for understan-
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ding systems, due to high testosterone, low serotonin, low oxytocin, and a
smaller “corpus callosum,” a bundle of nerve fibers that aids language by
connecting the brain’s two hemispheres. He’s echoed by Sax, another
best-selling author. In “Why Gender Matters,” Sax writes, “Girls and boys
behave differently because their brains are wired differently.”
But their scientific-sounding lingo turns out to be not especially rigorous.
A study published in the Neuroscience and Behavioral Reviews in 1997
found there were no gender differences in the size or shape of the corpus
callosum, and recent studies using MRI images agree. Sax’s argument that
“boys have a brain-based advantage when it comes to learning math” is based
on a very small study in which 19 participants looked either at faces or at a
small white circle, while the blood flow in their brains was measured by an
MRI. The data from the study, however, found so much variation among in-
dividuals that it would be meaningless to draw bigger conclusions about boys
or girls as a group.
The SAT scores themselves are misleading as well. Though boys out-
number girls among top scorers, they also outnumber girls among the lowest
scorers. The average score is nearly identical. And major new research finds
that the gap at the top end is narrowing each year.
It’s also not clear what very high SAT scores mean in practical terms. An
exhaustive 2006 review of major studies, funded by the National Academy of
Sciences, indicates no relationship between scoring in the upper tier of ability
and eventual success in math or science careers.
In 2000, psychologist Diane Halpern of Claremont McKenna College re-
viewed a range of studies of cognitive abilities in areas in which you might
expect to find sex differences, such as problem solving, computation, and
spatial and verbal abilities. She found that differences were so slight as to be
inconsequential. Cognitively, there is far more variation within each gender
than there is between boys and girls.
Looking for explanations for the apparent boy-girl divide in math and
science performance, some experts and numerous newspaper and magazine
articles have seized on the idea that boys are biologically programmed to
focus on objects, predisposing them to math and understanding systems,
while girls are programmed to focus on people. This idea was based on a stu-
dy of day-old babies done by British psychologist Simon Baron-Cohen in
2003. Baron-Cohen surveyed 100 babies and found that the boys looked at
mobiles longer and the girls looked at faces longer.
His study, however, has since been attacked as unreliable by Elizabeth
Spelke, a Harvard psychology professor. In an article in American Psycholo-
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gist, she pointed out that the experiment lacked critical controls against expe-
rimenter bias. Female and male infants were propped up in a parent’s lap and
shown, side by side, an active person or an inanimate object. Since newborns
can’t hold their heads up independently, their visual preferences could easily
have been determined by the way their parents held them.
In fact, there’s a vast scientific literature showing that male and female
infants respond equally to people and objects.
If girls get the short end of the stick in the math and science wars, boys
also get their share of knocks from the new biological determinism. Males
are increasingly seen as inherently deficient in verbal abilities. In The New
Republic, education author Richard Whitmire writes of a “verbally drenched
curriculum” that is “leaving boys in the dust.” One suggested solution is
boys-only classrooms in which boys would be taught in boot-camp fashion,
with diminished emphasis on verbal abilities. Gurian writes approvingly of
the ’50s-style classrooms “that kept a lot of boys in line.”
Do most boys lack verbal skills? In a word, no. In 2005, the University of
Wisconsin’s Janet Hyde synthesized data from 165 studies on verbal ability
and gender and found a slight female superiority – a difference measurable in
statistics, but so small as to be useless in distinguishing real-world boys and
girls.
But the idea that boys are less verbal has gained wide currency. In the
2006 bestseller “The Female Brain,” author Louann Brizendine argues that
girls and women are the talkative sex, while males remain naturally strong
and silent. A woman uses 20,000 words per day, while a man uses only
7,000, she asserts.
Brizendine is an academic neuropsychiatrist, and her statistic has been
repeated in publications around the world. But it appears to be completely
bogus. Brizendine’s footnotes cite pop psychology writer Allan Pease – but
Mark Liberman, a professor of linguistics and computer science at the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, has traced her citations in his popular blog Language
Log, and says that Pease’s work offers no source for the numbers.
In fact there is better, newer science that suggests those figures are
wrong. The most recent study of word use found men and women in a stati-
stical dead heat, with women clocking in at 16,215 words per day and men at
15,699. When that study was published earlier this year in Science, its co-
author, James Pennebaker of the University of Texas, Austin, made a specific
point of debunking Brizendine’s claims.
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The lack of hard findings on the real-world difference between boys’ and
girls’ brains hasn’t slowed down the impulse to change education.
South Carolina, for instance, aims to have sex-segregated classrooms
available in public schools for all children in five years, and gender diffe-
rence theories are starting to drive curriculum. Teachers are allowing girls to
evaluate cosmetics for science projects and assigning action novels for boys
to read.
Gurian has exploited his ideas with great success as an educational con-
sultant, claiming to have trained 30,000 teachers in 1,500 schools. Sax runs a
lobbying group for more single-sex public schools. When we gave a speech
at a national teachers meeting, one private-school teacher in the audience
stood up to say that his headmaster was revamping the entire curriculum ba-
sed on Sax’s theories of gender difference.
Of course, it would be naive and even harmful to pretend there are no dif-
ferences between boys and girls. Boys, for example, are more vulnerable to au-
tism and dyslexia – and teachers and parents need to be alert to that fact. But
there’s a mountain of evidence to show that gender is the wrong lens through
which to view education policies and practice. Some kids learn best visually,
others verbally; some do best in “boot-camp” type settings, while others thrive
in informal classrooms with lots of freedom. But science and aptitude surveys
tell us that gender isn’t a helpful way to sort students into those groups.
As science becomes more central to our public and political conversations,
it’s perhaps not surprising that neurological factoids are being used to “prove”
ideas on both sides of a debate. But science shouldn’t be enlisted as an excuse
for believing what we want to believe. Rather, it should be seen as part of a
long series of steps that can lead to fresh understandings of the world.
What we can hope is that eventually, good science drives out bad, and
that facts, by their sheer heft, ultimately crush the factoids. But we have to
pay attention to make sure this happens. Otherwise, we will end up trusting
our kids’ futures to ideas and programs that – ironically – rely on science to
shore up some of society’s most unscientific prejudices.
Caryl Rivers, journalism professor at Boston University, and Rosalind C. Barnett, senior scientist
at the Women’s Studies Research Center at Brandeis, are at work on “The Truth About Boys and
Girls: How Gender Stereotypes Harm Our Children.”
* Updated version of Rivers, Caryl, and Rosalind C. Barnett. „The Difference Myth.“ Boston
Globe, October 28, 2007, 1.
32 Caryl Rivers/Rose Barnett
References
Bishop, Katherine M., and Douglas Wahlsten. “Sex Differences in the Human Corpus
Callosum: Myth or Reality?” Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Review 21, no. 5
(1997): 581-601.
Halpern, Diane F. Sex Differences in Cognitive Abilities. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum,
2000.
Baron-Cohen, Simon. The Essential Difference: The Truth About the Male and Fe-
male Brain. New York, NY: Basic Books, 2003.
Spelke, Elizabeth S. „Sex Differences in Intrinsic Aptitude for Mathematics and Sci-
ence? A Critical Review.“ Amercain Psychologist 60, no. 9 (2005): 950-58.
Hyde, Janet Shibley. “The Gender Similarities Hypothesis.” American Psychologist
60, no. 6 (2005): 581-92.
Liberman, Mark. “Sex on the Brain.” Boston Globe, September 24 2006.
Mehl, Matthias R., Simine Vazire, Nairán Ramírez-Esparza, Richard B. Slatcher, and
James W. Pennebaker. “Are Women Really More Talkative Than Men?” Science
317, no. July 6 (2007): 82.
